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Arm. artawsr ‘tear’ 
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1. The Indo-European word for ‘tear’ has the following manifes- 
tations: | | 

(1) *akru in Vedic áśru, Toch. A ākär, Lith. agara. 

(2) *dakru in Greek ddkru, Old Irish dér, Old Breton dacr-, 

Gothic tagr, OHG. zahar. 

(3) *drak(r)u in Arm. artawsr, pl. PE Latin d/lacrima 

(Hamp 1972: 294), OHG. trahan. 

(4) Hittite išhahru. 

_ The derivation of the Armenian word presents a difficulty. 

2. Meillet (1936: 55) and Pedersen (1906: 408) derived the Ar- 
menian word from *draku-, with epenthesis of the lost *u in the 
singular, and adduced awr ‘day’ as a parallel. This presupposes a 
reconstruction *amor of the latter word. I agree with Greppin (1978: 
284) that it is better to start from *amr, which is in accordance with 
Homeric émar. Even if we start from *a@m6r, the word does not pro- 
vide evidence for u-epenthesis because *m was lost before *u in 
Proto-Armenian (cf. Kortlandt 1981: 30). 

3. Greppin nevertheless assumes u-epenthesis in artawsr and 
adduces mawruk' ‘beard’, Vedic śmáśru, as a parallel (1978: 286). 
This position is untenable, first because there is no u-epenthesis in- 
the plural artasuk*, and second because the palatovelar was lost in 
mawruk«. The stop in the latter word was evidently depalatalized, as 
it was in Lith. smdékras and Alb. mjekër, and subsequently subject to 
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lenition and development into -w-, like the dental stop in mawr 
‘mother (gen.)’, Gr. métrés (cf. Kortlandt 1984: 00 and 1980: 102). 

4. Though Greppin’s position cannot be maintained, the com- 
parison with mawruk‘ points the way to a solution of the problem. It 
must be noted that artasuk‘ is the regular outcome of *draKu-, while 
the expected reflex of *drakru is **artawr. The latter form seems to 
have adopted the -s- of the former. This shifts the problem to the 
establishment of the original formation and the flectional paradigm of 
the word. | 

5. It is clear that the Indo-European words for ‘tear’ cannot be 
reduced to a single reconstruction. If we regard *dakru as a simplifica- 
tion of *draKru, we are still left with three forms with a stronger 
mutual resemblance than could have been produced by accident. 
Moreover, the reconstruction *drakru cannot be recast in laryngealist 
terms and must therefore be rejected as a Proto-Indo-European form. 
Both formal and semantic considerations lead to the conclusion that 
the word is a compound, the second component of which is *akru. 

6. Formally, the second component *akru can hardly be sepa- 
rated from the root *Hek- ‘sharp, bitter’, zero grade *-H)k- in compo- 
sition. The vocalization of the laryngeal suggests that the first 
component ended in an obstruent. The preservation of the simplex in 
Indo-Iranian and Baltic may be due to the fact that a laryngeal between 
obstruents was not vocalized in these languages. The development of 
*k before r in Hittite ishahru is possibly the same as in haršni ‘head 
(loc.)’ and haršzi ‘plows’, Vedic Sirsdni, kdrsati, krsdti. 

7. Semantically, the word for ‘tear’ is typically a compound 
‘eye-water’ in many languages. For *drakru both ‘eye-water’ and 
‘water-bitter’ have been proposed (cf. van Windekens 1976: 14). The 
obvious source seems to be *drk-Hskru ‘eye-bitter’ with dissimilation 
of the first *K, cf. Gr. drdkos ‘eye’, Vedic dfé- ‘sight’, Irish derc ‘eye’, 
drech ‘face’ from *drkā. The compound may have competed with the 
phrase *drkom Hoekru in late Proto-Indo-European.' 

8. The Hittite word for ‘eye’ Sakui, pl. Sakua, is generally de- 
rived from *sek*-, OHG. sehan ‘see’. The expected word for ‘tear’ is 
now *sk*-Hykru, which apparently yielded ighahru by loss of the 
labialization and assimilation of the velar to the following laryngeal. 
‘There is a trace of the first component in Old Irish rosc ‘eye’, écosc 
‘appearance’ from * pro-sk”om, *in-kom-sk*om. 

9. Like other u-stems, *drakru received an ending -r in Arme- 
nian. The development of *K into -s- in artawsr shows that *drakrur 
was dissimilated to *drakur before the depalatalization of *K before 
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*r, which was a dialectal Indo-European development. The addition 
of -r must therefore be dated to Proto-Indo-European times. This early 
date is corroborated by the plural *(dr)aKruna, which can be recon- 
structed on the basis of Latin d/lacrima (Hamp 1972: 296), OHG. 
trahan, Lith. Ggara, and Toch. B akrūna. The Arm. plural artasuk‘ was 
evidently built upon the singular *drakur. 

10. We have now arrived at a reconstructed paradigm *drakur, 
obl. *drakru-, which yielded an alternation *-asur, *-awru- in pre- 
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apocope Armenian. This alternation was not quite exceptional, as is- 


clear from *ma(@)ir ‘mother’, *hwe(h)ur ‘sister’, obl. *mawr-, * hwehr- 
on the one hand, and *siru-, srunk‘ ‘shin-bone’, obl. *(e)ru-, Latin cris 
on the other. Most iCable insertion of -w- from the oblique cases 
yielded a pre-apocope form *artawsur, from which the oblique case 
forms adopted the -s- after the apocope. The plural artasuk‘ was not 
affected. 


FOOTNOTE i 

1! Professor C.J. Ruijgh points out to me that Homeric derk- denotes specifically a 
fixed look, as opposed to *H3ek"- ‘see’, and that we may have to conceive of *drk-akru 
as tears that gather when the eye is fixed upon an event which rouses emotions. | 
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